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legislation as It sometimes Is In the

-kPj°.l """ °' """»' State law under
J?^Li)l?.*''l'"°« ?"t sometimes maybe weakest where the necessity for it

United states may be found not only
citizens who resist or evade law butolHclalswho are Incompetent o? Worse

»k. °^.'""'^""'<" a™ °ot peculiar tothe enforcement of prohibitory laws.

Exaggerated Expectations

ovfrfi'f "".f* " '"^appointment

^..k \^ """'" "' the no-llcenscmethod because too much has been ex-
pected from that method. It Is r»-ely
that the no-llcense law eliminates
drunkenness. The drink appetite will
Impel confirmed Inebriates to almostany subterfuge or method to obtain

ilil',^':
The profits of Illegal llquor-

selllng tempt avaricious men to run
the risk of the penalties Imposed forlaw violation. Drinking men who can
obtain liquor In a license district a

S?!," f.V^'' '"" 8° there to In-
dulge. When a vote to repeal a no-
llcense law is possible within a short
time after the change from license,
there Is special danger of repeal, be-
cause strong Interests seek to turn
public opinion against the existing

Advantages of No-License
Nevertheless, under the no-llcense

method the difficulty of securing drink
materially diminishes drunkenness It
Is not going too far to say that on thewhole the results of the no-license
method have fully equalled the ex-
pectations of its reasonable advocates
It removes the public temptation
breaks up the treating system, and
prevents the formation of drinking
habits. It Is a decided advantage to
the weak-willed inebriate who desires
to abstain from strong drink, and to
the careless citizen who will drinkwhen drinking Is respectable and con-
venient, but who will not do so at the
cost of personal inconvenience, public
"Jium, or risk of being exposed as anabettor of law violation.
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It would be easy to produce much
testimony from experienced observers
and extensive statistics from criminal
records to prove that the no-llcense

method lessens drunkenness and drink-
1^,'°" f

"»<«« "I't and prosperky
Just as It would bo tasy to show fr™
similar statistics and by slmllwev"dence that drunkenness will continuewhere prohibition prevails. In "Setthe controversy that generally goesonIn contests over the question of theadop U,„ of Local Optlol by-laws aJ«
llr.
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Statistical statementrto

der n
'1?' "'•'"'Kcnness continues un-

u .,^ ""S""''
•'"^ 'hat drunkenness

Is lessened under no-llcense. Bothstatements are correct. The facta
hereiuafter presented are merely speS !mens of much available evidence.

Facts That Must be Remembered

nnrt"?''?,'''*™' "' conditions In license

mll»H> "'I
"'Shborhoods may
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misleading. Statistics concerning no-llce records of drunkenness ™d!lr^:ent cities are notoriously so Th«
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'"" Populatfon, tte mett!ods of police authorities, the mode ofkeep „ ,e<,„j, ^„^ oth« such var?fIng factors may make a contrast offigures valueless. A comoariBm, h^tween specified units TTbfn andrural population Is also unfair Eventhe direct testimony of careful wit
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""^ Antl-Saloon League's

hSL^''- PUhll'hed at the LeS'lheadquarters In Columbus, Ohio. Thisannual is a mine of usefuHnformaMM
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"''"'°' ^"""hem Stateon the Atlantic seaboard. Prohibitioncame Into force In It on Januarv i«

1908 replacing no-llcen« ln°man^^trlcts an* taking etTect In a nnmbwof cities in which no-llcense ooufd iJJ


